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Abstract 
Corporate safety culture has been considered as a contributory factor in accidents by many industrial accident investigations, and 
it is now generally accepted that organizations with a strong safety culture are more effective in preventing workplace accidents 
and injuries. Occupational safety and health (OSH) practitioners or advisers are an integral part of effective risk management 
systems and also have a significant role to play in improving health and safety at work. The prevention of work-related injury and 
illness is of crucial importance to employees, industry and wider society. Corporate safety culture, which describes shared values 
within an organization which influence its members’ attitudes, values and beliefs in relation to safety, is now generally accepted 
as having a strong influence over workplace accidents and injuries. Occupational safety and health (OSH) practitioners or 
advisers also have a significant role to play in improving health and safety at work, yet little is known about their specific 
contribution to safety performance. The aim of this study, therefore, was to assess and compare the relative contributions of 
corporate safety culture and competent OSH advice to safety performance. 
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1. Introduction 
Safety culture reflects the attitudes, beliefs, perceptions and values that employee´s share in relation to safety. Safety 
culture is often seen as a subset of organizational culture and the distinction of these concepts as well as safety 
climate is not clear. Safety culture is a multidimensional concept. The number of constituent factors ranges from 2-
19 but almost always includes such factors as management responsibility, job satisfaction, individual responsibility, 
leadership style and communication, risk awareness, and risk taking.  
 
2. Literature Review 
 
Leadership is in general given great importance for safety culture. Ek (2006) states that the safety culture in an 
organization could be said to be influenced by two important components: a) the type of work that is conducted b) 
the leadership and management system. Flin (2003) further concludes that management commitment is one of the 
major factors in the managing of an organizations safety. However, few studies have focused on the direct influence 
of different types of leadership on safety culture (Börjesson, Lajksjö & Enander, 2007). More directly, though, early 
work suggested that more organizations with good safety performance records employed safety officers in high-
ranking positions (see Cohen et al. (1975) and Cohen (1977), both cited in Mearns et al.55). And more recently, the 
presence of a safety manager was one factor identified as affecting safety climate. As of October 2009, the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics (BLS) reported that the total workforce in the United States was approximately 154 million 
(2009b), all of whom are potentially susceptible to injuries on-the-job. Even with stringent Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) regulations covering virtually all organizations, and not withstanding each 
individual employer's commitment to safety, on-the-job deaths and injuries occur at alarming rates. Tragically, there 
were 3.7 million non-fatal injuries in 2008 among all private industry employers. More than 50% of the 3.7 million 
injuries were serious and involved job transfers or days away from work (BLS, 2009a). The United States had 
14,071 million employees in manufacturing during 2007, of which there were 5.6 total recordable cases of injuries 
and illnesses per 100 employees (BLS, 2009a). With advances in manufacturing technology including robotics, and 
considering decades long OSHA requirements and enforcement, why does the manufacturing sector continue to 
have unacceptably high incident rates according to OSHA standards? After all, safety performance is one of the few 
areas in which the individual organization has more management control than most any other aspect of the operation 
of the business enterprise, including sales, competitive conditions, market conditions, and raw material costs, to 
name just a few. In short, external forces do not dictate safety performance.  (Gloeckner, 2009), namely 
organizational culture, climate, and organizational performance and proceeds to explain the relationship among 
safety culture, climate, organizational practices, and the prediction of safety outcome variables. Silva, Lima, and 
Baptista (2004) established measures of safety climate according to the four culture orientations of the Competing 
Values Framework. The instrument was administered in 15 industries to 930 employees. Confirmatory factor 
analysis revealed that the questions were “compatible with the four safety orientations” and that “structures could be 
applied to companies in several industries” (p.218). In addition, they examined differences among the newly 
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• ie how people feel about safety and safety management 
systems (sometimes referred to as ‘safety climate’)Psychological
• ie what people do – including safety-related activities, 
actions and behavioursBehavioral 
• ie what the organization has – policies, operating 
procedures, management systems, control systems, 
communication systems
Situational
•something an organization is (the beliefs, attitudes and values of its members 
about safety) –which is measured with attitude (or climate) surveys1
•something an organization has (structures, policies, practices and controls) –
which is measured with safety audits and performance figures.2
established safety climate dimensions and low and high accident and severity rates in 1999. Strong correlations 
existed between the following safety-related practices and accident frequency and severity rates: a) safety as an 
organizational value, b) management safety activities, c) communication related to safety d) learning from accidents, 
and e) employee involvement in promoting safety. 
 
3. Defining safety culture 
 
A review by IOSH (1994, cited by Glendon & Stanton26), which considered many of the proposed definitions, 
suggested that safety culture includes or refers to: 
 
x Norms and policies related to safety. 
x Common values, beliefs, attitudes and behaviours  regarding safety. 
x The joint values, attitudes, competences and behaviours of individuals and groups that establish. 
x Organizational commitment to, and style and proficiency of, a safety programme. 
 
The second approach proposes two ways of treating safety culture: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corporate culture and, within this, safety culture, are not static concepts, though they are relatively long-lasting and 
complex, as they reflects fundamental values. Despite the lack of a universally accepted definition, and the dearth of 
work focusing on defining ‘good’ and ‘bad’ safety cultures, safety culture has been identified as perhaps the main 
recent issue in organizational safety.  
 
4. Objective of study 
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x To describe the corporate safety cultures of the participating organizations. 
x To collect those organizations’ OSH performance measures, Safety culture, advice and performance  
x To describe their OSH practitioners’ experiences and competence to assess and compare the relative 
contributions of corporate safety culture and competent OSH 
x Advice to OSH performance. 
 
5. Hypotheses 
 
x Safety culture results in OSH. 
x Safety culture influences organizational performance. 
x Leadership influences safety culture.  
x Working environment ensures safety culture. 
 
6. Research Methodology 
 
Universe of study: Nagpur  
Sample frame : workers of Manufacturing industries. 
Sampling Unit: 3 
Sample size:127 
 
7. Primary Data 
 
Primary data is collected through survey questionnaire.  Survey questionnaire consisting of 37 items was 
administered on the workers of 3 manufacturing companies. 
 
8. Secondary data 
 
It is collected through websites, journals, company reports and magazines. 
 
 
9. Exploratory Factor Analysis 
 
Exploratory Factor analysis (EFA) was utilized to examine the dimensions of safety culture as measured by the 
Questionnaire of Safety culture values and practices (Diaz-Cabrera et al., 2007). EFA was requisite for determining 
the measurement validity of the designed instrument. The EFA resulted in four factors. The following tests and 
standards guided the factor analysis method for this study. To examine the appropriateness of the factor structure, 
the Principal Components Analysis with varimax rotation was conducted in Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) on 37 items and resulted in four factors with an eigenvalue of greater than one ; KMO= .871; 
Bartlett= χ2= 2413.318). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was conducted. In factor 
selection, Kaiser’s criterion or the eigenvalue rule (of 1.0 or greater) and the scree plot test were used.  
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The exploratory factor analysis converted the 37 items into four factors. 
 
Factor 1 
Safety culture 
Q1,Q2,Q3,Q5,Q10,Q11,Q12,Q16,Q24,Q27,Q30,Q34,Q35,Q36,Q37 
Factor 2 
Organizational performance 
Q6,Q7,Q13,Q15,Q17,Q19,Q22,Q28 & Q32 
Factor 3 
Leadership 
Q4,Q8,Q9,Q21,Q23,Q25,Q29,Q33 
Factor 3 
Working environment 
Q14,Q20,Q23,Q26,Q31 
 
The questions converged under factor 1, was related to the policies, procedures , programs and training related to the 
occupational safety, with respect to the manufacturing plant.  Hence the name given to the factor 1 is ‘Safety 
Culture’.  The questions converged under factor 2, was related to the accident history, remedial measures and the 
performance of the manufacturing plant.  Hence the name given to the factor 2 is ‘Organizational Performance’.  
The questions converged under factor 3, was related to the superior’s support, supervisor guidance, management 
initiatives in the direction of occupational safety. Hence the name given to the factor 3 is ‘Leadership’.  The 
questions converged under factor 4, was related to the working environment which results in safety at the 
workplace.  Hence the name given to the factor 4 is ‘Working Environment’. 
 
10. Hypotheses Testing  
 
Hypothesis Chi-square value Result  
2. Safety culture results in OSH. 
 
 
66.567 
 
Null hypothesis rejected. 
3. Safety culture influences organizational 
performance. 
 
 
 
72.299 
 
Null hypothesis rejected. 
4. Leadership influences safety culture.  
 
 
60.165 
 
Null hypothesis rejected. 
Working environment ensures safety 
culture 
 
30.795 
 
Null hypothesis rejected. 
 
Chi-Square is used to test the hypothesis.  Value obtained is at 95% confidence level.  
 
The study shows that the areas of health and safety climate are: 
 
x Organizational commitment and communication 
x Line management commitment 
x Supervisor’s role 
x Personal role 
x Workmate’s influence 
x Competence 
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x Risk-taking behaviour and some contributory influence 
x Some obstacles to safe behaviour 
x Reporting of accidents and near misses 
 
11. Limitations 
 
The focus of this study was exclusively on the organizational practices and values associated with employees and 
managers and their values, beliefs, and perceptions. Furthermore, the Competing Values Framework did not display 
the linkage between organizational culture and technical systems, such as equipment design and work processes. 
Therefore, this study did not account for the gaps in the technical systems that might be linked to performance. 
However, the plants included in this study had essentially the same operations and processes. 
 
12. Conclusion and future research 
 
Further research is needed to explore and describe the nature of the relationship between competent health and safety 
advice and corporate safety performance. Safety culture is consistently and independently associated with safety 
performance. In addition, employee perceptions of and attitudes towards safety are consistently and independent 
associated with individual health and wellbeing. These associations are not limited to particular sectors of industry. 
This suggests that they are robust and generally applicable. The findings also suggest that measuring safety 
perceptions at an individual level makes a significant contribution to understanding the profile of factors associated 
with employee health and safety. 
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